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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

Claims 3, 5, 6, 14-18, 20, 24, 26, 28 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over US patent 6,803,930 (Simonson). 

- As for claims 3, 20: Simonson teaches a computer implemented method and 

corresponding apparatus for displaying information in a window on a display device, 
the window displays only part of its related information, comprising the steps/means 
for: 

providing a window for displaying a portion of a document (fig 8, 10-14), 
providing scrollbar for scrolling the window, 

displaying in the window a first portion (called portion A) of the document for 
viewing, 

scrolling the window to a second portion (called portion B) of the document (the first 
portion A become a "previously viewed portion", and the second portion B become 
"the newly presented portion" after scrolling. See 2:23-33, 9:33-35, 
causing a visual clues (1001, 1010, 1020, 1030, 1102, 1112, 1201, 1202, 1304), visually 
distinguishing new information from old information that overlaps from the first viewed portion 
A, to be displayed in the window after scrolling from the first viewed portion A to the second 
portion B so that the distinguishing visual clues do not obstruct the view of the new information 
(see description of figures 10-14), and disable the visual clues after a first predetermined amount 
of time (9:27-32; 10:1-7). Simonson further teach an improvement by not to display the visual 
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clues unless the newly presented portion B is displayed for more than a predetermined amount of 
time ("the display state must remain unchanged for a certain length of time before any content 
differentiating indications would be displayed". Simonson's 1 1 :28-30). The improvement help to 
avoid persistent background tinting of the previously display content which causes user 
distraction when scrolling quickly through the content (1 1 :22-37). Thus in Simonson, the visual 
cue will not be displayed in un-intended pages in disjoint scrolling, and displayed only at the 
page the user stop to read. Hence, Simonson time threshold is implemented at the intended 
page the user stop to read, instead of the previously viewed page as claimed, i.e., Simonson does 
not teach displaying of the visual clue if it is determined that the previously displayed portion 
had been displayed for more than a predetermined amount of time. Note: It is un-preferable to 
Simonson to display the visual cue in the next page in disjoint scrolling. However, Simonson 
does teach that the first portion is a portion being viewed by the user, i.e., the first portion is 
displayed for a length of time. Although Simonson does not explicitly said which length of time 
is a "predetermined amount of time", it should be apparent that which length of time is longer 
than the time it took to flip a page. It would have been obvious to one of skill in the art, at the 
time the invention was made, to implement the predetermined amount of time at the previous 
viewed portion of the document instead of at the destination portion as in Simonson. Motivation 
of the implementation is for avoiding further time delay at the destination portion. 

It has been held that obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the 
teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, 
suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge 
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generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 
USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and/n re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). 

In re Bozek, 416 F.2d 1385, 1390, 163 USPQ 545, 549 (CCPA 1969) ("Having 
established that this knowledge was in the art, the examiner could then properly rely, as put forth 
by the solicitor, on a conclusion of obviousness from common knowledge and common sense 
of the person of ordinary skill in the art without any specific hint or suggestion in a particular 
reference.'"); see also In re Hoeschele, 406 F.2d 1403, 1406-07, 160 USPQ 809, 811-812 
(CCPA 1969) ("[I]t is proper to take into account not only specific teachings of the references 
but also the inferences which one skilled in the art would reasonably be expected to draw 
therefrom. . . "). 

"A person of ordinary skill is also a person of ordinary creativity, not an automaton." 
KSR, 127 S. Ct. at 1742, 82 USPQ2d at 1397. 

"Analysis of whether the subject matter of a claim would have been obvious need not 
seek out precise teachings directed to the specific subject matter of the challenged claim, for a 
court can take account of the inferences and creative steps that a person of ordinary skill in 
the art would employ." KSR Int'l Co. v. Teleflex, Inc., 127 S. Ct. 1727, 1740-41, 82 USPQ2d 
1385, 1396 (2007) quoting In re Kahn, 441 F.3d 977, 988, 78 USPQ2d 1329, 1336-37 (Fed. Cir. 
2006); Also, as clarified in KSR, it's now apparent "obvious to try" may be an appropriate test in 
more situations than previously contemplated. KSR, 127 S. Ct. 1727 at 1742, 82 USPQ2d at 
1397 (2007). 

When there is motivation: ". . .to solve a problem and there are a finite number of 
identified, predictable solutions, a person of ordinary skill has good reason to pursue the known 
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options within his or her technical grasp. If this leads to anticipated success, it is likely the 
product not of innovation but of ordinary skill and common sense. In that instance the fact that a 
combination was obvious to try might show that it was obvious under §103." KSR, 127 S. Ct. 
1727 at 1742, 82 USPQ2d at 1397 (2007). 

"The combination of familiar elements according to known methods is likely to be 
obvious when it does no more than yield predictable results." KSR Int'l v. Telefiex Inc., 127 
S.Ct. 1727, 1739, 82 USPQ2d 1385, 1395 (2007). 



In this case, since the "previously viewed portion" has been displayed for 
viewing, i.e., has been displayed for a length of time it would have been a common 
sense to implement the displaying of the visual cue based on the "previously 
displayed portion" to avoid further delay. Such implement have a clear predictable 
result of displaying the visual cue responsive to next page scrolling. It also clearly 
predictable that the disadvantage of such implementation is in disjoint scrolling, 
wherein the visual cue is displayed when it is not needed and not being displayed at 
all when it is actually needed. Furthermore, as set forth above, having the visual cue 
is displayed when it is not needed and not being displayed at all when it is actually 
needed is a not preferable to Simonson. It has been held that a reference may be 
relied upon for all that it would have reasonably suggested to one having ordinary 
skill the art, including non-preferred embodiments. Merck & Co. v. Biocraft 
Laboratories, 874 F.2d 804, 10 USPQ2d 1843 (Fed. Cir.), cert, denied, 493 U.S. 975 
(1989). Disclosed examples and preferred embodiments do not constitute a teaching 
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away from a broader disclosure or non-preferred embodiments. In re Susi, 440 F.2d 
442, 169 USPQ 423 (CCPA 1971). "A known or obvious composition does not 
become patentable simply because it has been described as somewhat inferior to some 
other product for the same use." In re Gurley, 27 F.3d 551, 554, 31 USPQ2d 1 130, 
1132 (Fed. Cir. 1994). 

- As for claims 5-6: The visual clues provide visual de-emphasis and visual emphasis 
of overlapping and non-overlapping information (9:23-10:7). 

- As for claim 14: The visual clues provide visual de-emphasis and visual emphasis at 
a rectangular user focus area bounding a line or several lines (9:35-41). 

- As for claim 1 5 : The document can be scrolled in line-by-line increment toward the 
top or bottom of the window, wherein the Y coordinate of the screen pointer is equal 
to the Y coordinate of the bottom/top of the effective area (2:42-3:42). 

- As for claim 16: The user may define an effective area by using cursor input device 
(8:15-32). 

- As for claims 17, 26: The user may specify the parameter of the visual clues. The 
parameters include time threshold, display attributes, etc... (8:15-32). 

- As for claim 18: The window is resizable. The visual clues adjusted to the size of the 
window (11:14-21). 

- As for claim 24: The markers are displayed responsive to detected scrolling input 
event, direction, scrolling increment (see explanation of figures 10-14). 

As for claim 28: The directional visual clues are enabled when the second portion is 
the last portion of the window related information (9:3-13). 
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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 7/24/09 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

REMARKS: The applicant reiterates most of the arguments previously presented. In 
response to the arguments, the examiner reproduces the previous responses below: 

Claim 3 recites "causing visual clues, visually distinguishing new information 
from old information that overlaps from said first portion and has been displayed in the previous 
view for more than a first predetermined amount of time, to be displayed. . .". In response to the 
argument that the applicant's invention does not teach any time delays, the argument is 
acknowledged by the examiner and the term "time delay" will not be further used in the 
rejection. Instead, the term "have been displayed for a predetermined amount of time" will be 
used. I.e., the visual cue would not be displayed with the scrolled-in next page unless the first 
page had been displayed for a predetermined amount of time. This is the delaying the examiner 
meant to say in previous rejection, i.e., the cost of the pre-determined amount of time. With the 
modified language above, the examiner hopes that any confusion raised by the term "time delay" 
has been clarified. Compare to Simonson, the visual clue of Simonson is displayed if the 
scrolled-in page has been displayed for a predetermined amount of time ("the display state must 
remain unchanged for a certain length of time before any content differentiating indications 
would be displayed". Simonson's 11:28-30). 

Simonson teaches an improvement such that the displaying of the visual clues is not 
displayed unless the newly presented portion B is displayed for more than a predetermined 
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amount of time. The improvement helps to avoid persistent background tinting of the previously 
viewed content which causes user distraction when scrolling quickly through the content. Thus 
the visual clue will not be displayed if the newly presented portion is not the intended target, 
such as in disjoint scrolling. In contrast, in the applicant's invention, the visual clue is displayed 
regardless whether the newly presented portion is the intended portion or not. This distraction is 
what Simonson trying to improve. Simonson teaches "persistent tinting of the previously 
displayed content may be distracting when the user is scrolling quickly through the content. In 
such a case, the application can include a delay before adding the visual indicator — that is, the 
display state must remain unchanged for a certain length of time before any content 
differentiating indications would be displayed" (Simonson's 1 1 :28-30). In this context, the 
term "delay" implies do not display the visual indicator to pages that are quickly scrolled 
through, and display the indicator only to the page has been scrolled-in and displayed for a 
certain length of time. 

In summary, Simonson teaches: 

a) displaying a visual cue indicating the overlap portion between a viewed page 
and a newly scrolled-in page (7: 1-20) allowing the user to quickly find their place in the text 
(8:26-27). Note: It appears that a viewed page is a page which was displayed for a length of 
viewing time. A viewed page is different from a page that briefly flipped-by on the display. 

b) further improvement: displaying a visual cue indicating the overlap portion 
between a viewed page and a newly scrolled-in page after the scrolling stopped (i.e., display state 
unchanged). 
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The different between the claimed invention and the prior art is that the "predetermined 
amount of time" is measured at the display of the previous page (applicant's invention) instead of 
being measured at the scrolled-in new page (Simonson). However, the examiner recognizes that 
obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to 
produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so 
found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of 
ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In 
re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). 

In re Bozek, 416 F.2d 1385, 1390, 163 USPQ 545, 549 (CCPA 1969) ("Having 
established that this knowledge was in the art, the examiner could then properly rely, as put forth 
by the solicitor, on a conclusion of obviousness from common knowledge and common sense 
of the person of ordinary skill in the art without any specific hint or suggestion in a particular 
reference.'"); see also In re Hoeschele, 406 F.2d 1403, 1406-07, 160 USPQ 809, 811-812 
(CCPA 1969) ("[I]t is proper to take into account not only specific teachings of the references 
but also the inferences which one skilled in the art would reasonably be expected to draw 
therefrom. . . "). 

"Common sense teaches . . . that familiar items may have obvious uses beyond their 
primary purposes, and in many cases a person of ordinary skill will be able to fit the teachings of 
multiple patents together like pieces of a puzzle. . .A person of ordinary skill is also a person of 
ordinary creativity, not an automaton." KSR, 127 S. Ct. at 1742, 82 USPQ2d at 1397. 

"Analysis of whether the subject matter of a claim would have been obvious need not 
seek out precise teachings directed to the specific subject matter of the challenged claim, for a 
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court can take account of the inferences and creative steps that a person of ordinary skill in 

the art would employ." KSRInt'l Co. v. Teleflex, Inc., 127 S. Ct. 1727, 1740-41, 82 USPQ2d 
1385, 1396 (2007) quoting In re Kahn, 441 F.3d 977, 988, 78 USPQ2d 1329, 1336-37 (Fed. Cir. 
2006); Also, as clarified in KSR, it's now apparent "obvious to try" may be an appropriate test in 
more situations than previously contemplated. KSR, 127 S. Ct. 1727 at 1742, 82 USPQ2d at 
1397 (2007). 

When there is motivation: ". . .to solve a problem and there are a finite number of 
identified, predictable solutions, a person of ordinary skill has good reason to pursue the known 
options within his or her technical grasp. If this leads to anticipated success, it is likely the 
product not of innovation but of ordinary skill and common sense. In that instance the fact that a 
combination was obvious to try might show that it was obvious under §103." KSR, 127 S. Ct. 
1727 at 1742, 82 USPQ2d at 1397 (2007). 

"The combination of familiar elements according to known methods is likely to be 
obvious when it does no more than yield predictable results." KSR Int'l v. Teleflex Inc., 127 
S.Ct. 1727, 1739, 82 USPQ2d 1385, 1395 (2007). 

In this case, since the "previously viewed portion" has been displayed for "a length of 
time" for viewing, it would have been a common sense to implement the displaying of the visual 
cue based on the "previously displayed portion" to avoid further delay. Such implement have a 
clear predictable result of displaying the visual cue responsive to next page scrolling. It has 
been held that A reference may be relied upon for all that it would have reasonably suggested to 
one having ordinary skill the art, including non-preferred embodiments. Merck & Co. v. 
Biocraft Laboratories, 874 F.2d 804, 10 USPQ2d 1843 (Fed. Cir.), cert, denied, 493 U.S. 975 
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(1989). Disclosed examples and preferred embodiments do not constitute a teaching away from 
a broader disclosure or non-preferred embodiments. In re Susi, 440 F.2d 442, 169 USPQ 423 
(CCPA 1971). "A known or obvious composition does not become patentable simply because it 
has been described as somewhat inferior to some other product for the same use." In re Gurley, 
27 F.3d551,554,31 USPQ2dll30, 1132 (Fed. Cir. 1994). 

In response to the question whether the examiner agree that no visual clue should be 
displayed in disjoint scrolling, the examiner do not take the position of an inventor to make 
judgment that how the product of an invention should be. However there is a different between 
providing a visual clue indicating overlapping portion between a new scrolled-in page and a 
viewed (read) page, vs. to between a new scrolled-in page and an immediately preceded page. It 
is depended on how the visual clue is being used. Simonson visual clue can be used to 
differentiate the content of new scrolled-in page with the precede page. Simonson teaches 
" persistent tinting of the previously displayed content may be distracting when the user is 
scrolling quickly through the content. In such a case, the application can include a delay before 
adding the visual indicator — that is, the display state must remain unchanged for a certain 
length of time before any content differentiating indications would be displayed" (Simonson' s 
1 1 :28-30). In this context, the term "delay" implies do not display the visual indicator to pages 
that are quickly scrolled through, and display the indicator only to the page has been scrolled-in 
and displayed for a certain length of time. Thus if the user quickly scrolls to page B and then to 
page C, there is no delay happened at page B because the visual clue simply just not displayed. 
The applicant's invention teaches that in order for the visual clue to be displayed, the previous 
page must be displayed for more than a predetermined amount of time. Simonson implements 
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the "predetermined amount of time" in a slight different way: the visual clue identifying the 
overlap between a viewed page and a scrolled-in page is not displayed unless the scrolled-in 
page has been displayed for a predetermined amount of time. 

In par 3.4.1, the applicant asserts that nothing in Simonson suggests that "predetermined 
amount of time" can be implemented at displaying previous page instead of the current page. In 
response, the examiner noted that Simonson uses the term "previously viewed" page which 
suggested that the page have been displayed for a length of time such that for the user to VIEW 
it. This is different than flipping of the pages wherein the pages are displayed but not viewed by 
the user. 



Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ba Huynh whose telephone number is (571) 272-4138. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon - Fri. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Weilun Lo can be reached on 571-272-4847. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be 
obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Ba Huynh/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2179 



